12-23-' 03 10:32 FROM-Lerner & Greenberg +9549251101 T-295 P07/19 U- 

Appl. No. 10/022,662 

Amdt . Dated December 23, 2003 

Reply to Office Action of September 3, 2003 

REMARKS/ ARGUMENTS 

Reconsideration of the application is requested * 

Claims 1-17 are now in the application. Claims 1, 3, 5, 9, 
10 , 13, and 16 have been amended. 

In item 1 on page 2 of the above -identified Office Action, the 
Examiner- objected to the title of the. instant specification as 
not descriptive of the claimed invention. 

The title has been revised to read as u Opto-Electronic 
Assembly Having Detectors for Converting Optical Signals", 
which is consistent with the claimed invention. 

Accordingly, the revised title is believed to overcome the 
Examiner's objection and therefore, the Examiner is requested 
to withdraw the objection to the title. 

In item 2 on page 2 of the above -identified Office Action, 
claims 10 and 13 have been objected to by the Examiner, 
because of certain informalities. 
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Claim 10 has been amended to depend from claim 9 so that the 
phrase "said optically dense material" has proper antecedent 
basis (in line 2 of claim 9) . 

Claim 13 has been amended to refer to --electrical signals- - 
instead of "detector signals" so that there is proper 
antecedent basis in lines 4-5 of claim 1 and to grammatically 
correct "for evaluate detector signals" to read as —to 
evaluate electrical signals--. 

The foregoing changes are believed to correct the 
informalities pointed out by the Examiner, Accordingly, the 
Examiner is requested to withdraw the objections to claims 10 
and 13 . 

In item 4 on page 2 of the above -identified Office Action, 
claims 3 and 5 have been rejected as being indefinite under 35 
U,S,C. § 112, second paragraph. 

More specifically, the Examiner states that it is not clear 
how active areas that are planar can "point" in mutually 
opposite directions or the same direction. 
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The claims have been amended to recite that the active areas 
face in opposite directions (claim 3) or face in a same 
direction (claim 5) . 

Support for these changes may be found on page 4, line 24 of 
the specification of the instant application. Further, for 
consistency with the changes to the claims the term "pointing" 
in the instant specification (for example, see page 4, line 
22) has been clarified to mean the same as --facing--. 

It is accordingly believed that the specification and the 
claims meet the requirements of 35 U.S. C. § 112, second 
paragraph. The above noted changes to the claims are provided 
solely for clarification or cosmetic reasons. The changes are 
neither provided for overcoming the prior art nor do they 
narrow the scope of the claim for any reason related to the 
statutory requirements for a patent. 

In item 6 on page 3 of the above -identified Office Action, 
claims 1, 2, 4-6, 8, 11-13, and 15 have been rejected as being 
anticipated by Ilegems et al * (U.S. Patent 4, 127, 862) 
(hereinafter ^Ilegems") under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). 

The rejection has been noted and the claims have been amended 
in an effort to even more clearly define the invention of the 
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instant application- Support for the changes is found on page 
3, lines 18-20 and page 8, line 12 of the specification of the 
instant application. 

Before discussing the prior art in detail , it is believed that 
a brief review of the invention as claimed, would be helpful. 
Claim 1 calls for, inter alia, an opto-electronic assembly for 
receiving optical signals, having; 

at least two detectors each with an optically active area for 
converting optical signals into electrical signals, the two 
detectors being arranged on one another, and the optically 
active area of one of the detectors being substantially 
completely shielded from the optical signals, (emphasis added) 

The present invention provides an opto-electronic component 
for receiving optical signals, which safely detects error 
signals. 

According to the present invention there is provided two 
detectors of optical signals located on each other, instead of 
beside each other. As a result, more than half the overall 
space otherwise needed is saved , and a high level of 
integration is achieved. In addition, electric contact may be 
made with the detectors in a space-saving and simple way* The 
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optically active area of one detector is shielded from the 
electromagnetic radiation to be detected. Thus, this detector 
functions as an interference signal generator. 

The shielding of the optically active area of the one detector 
can be carried out in a variety of ways, including using the 
other detector. For example, it is possible for the shielding 
of the one detector to be carried out by a carrier on which 
the detector is arranged, or by spraying the optically active 
area with an optically dense material. It is also possible to 
shield the one detector by a housing or housing parts, if the 
optically active areas of the detectors face in opposite 
directions. 

• In accordance with an additional feature of the present 

invention, the mounting of the detectors is preferably carried 
out in such a way that the two active areas of the detectors 
either point or face in opposite directions or in the same 
direction. As a result, either the active area of the 
detector f acing the carrier is shielded, if there are no 
transparent openings on the carrier, or the active area which 
is located between the two detectors is shielded. 
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This has the additional advantage that specific coatings of 
the active area or specific shielding elements can be 
dispensed with, which in turn saves costB. 

Ilegems discloses, in Fig. 1, a component with a plurality of 
detectors in the form of photodiodes (FDl, PD2,.„PDn), each 
having an optically active surface 10 for transforming optical 
signals into electric signals. The detectors are arranged on 
top of each other. The configuration generates current. As 
disclosed in col. 2, lines 28-30, each photodiode generates 
the same current flow so that a maximum voltage can be 
generated. Also, the "radiation impinges on the exposed 
portions of all of the photodiodes . " (See col, 2, lines 47- 
49.) In contrast to the present invention, in Ilegems all of 
the photodiodes thus serve the purpose of detecting optical 
s ignal s ; none of the photodiodes is shielded, partly or 
completely, from the optical signals which are to be detected* 
Figs. 2 and 3 show that light arrives parallel to all the 
photodiodes . 

Ilegems does not show "at least two detectors each with an 
optically active area for converting optical signals into 
electrical signals, the two detectors being arranged on one 
another, and the optically active area of one of the detectors 
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being substantially completely shielded from the optical 
signals" as recited in claim 1 of the instant application. 

In item 7 on page 4 of the above- identified Office Action, 
claims 1-3, 4, 8, 9, 11-13, and 15 have been rejected as being 
anticipated by Yamada et al. (U.S. Patent 5,455,415) 
(hereinafter "Yamada") under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b), 

Yamada, particularly in Pigs. 12 and 13 referred to by the 
Examiner, discloses an opto-electronic component with two 
detectors Dl , D2 , with optically active surfaces 45b, 45d for 
transforming optical signals into electrical signals. The 
detectors Dl, D2 are disposed on top of each other. In 
contrast to the present claimed invention, both Dl and D2 
receive light. Yamada discloses (see, for example, col. 12, 
lines 43-51) that the different strengths of the incidence of 
light signals on the detectors Dl and D2 causes the flow of a 
photoelectric current. In Yamada all of the photodiodes are 
exposed to light signals and there is no disclosure of 
shielding of one of the photodiodes. 

Yamada does not show "at least two detectors each with an 
optically active area for converting optical signals into 
electrical signals, the two detectors being arranged on one 
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being substantially completely shielded from the optical 
signals" as recited in claim 1 of the instant application. 

In item 8 on page 5 of the above -identified Office Action, 
claims 1, 2, 4-7, and 11-15 have been rejected as being 
anticipated by Goossen (U.S. Patent 6,271,943) under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(e) , 

. Goossen discloses, in Fig, 7, a wavelength multiplexer with a 
plurality of detectors with optically active surfaces for the 
purpose of converting optical signals into electrical signals. 
The detectors are disposed on top of each other. Each 
detector absorbs light in a different wavelength. As 
disclosed in col- 1, lines 36-40, an optical signal is first 
received by a first photo detector, then by a second photo 
detector disposed below the first detector. The second 
detector is not completely shielded from the optical signals 
which are to be detected. T he insulating layer 80 disposed 
between the pairs of photodiodes does not shield the 
photodiodes from the light signals. See claims 1, line 8 

("non-optically active insulator") and claim 9, lines 11-12, 

( "non-optically active insulator") . 

Goossen does not show "at least two detectors each with an 

ypcically aO'ClVc ai'ca Z<jl uunveLLiuy vpLititti signals into 
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electrical signals, the two detectors being arranged on one 
another, and the optically active area of one of the detectors 
being substantially completely shielded from the optical 
signals" as recited in claim 1 of the instant application. 

In item 10 on page 6 of the above- identified Office Action, 
claims 10 and 16 have been rejected as being unpatentable over 
Yamada under 35 U-S.C. § 103(a). 

The foregoing discussion of Yamada is equally applicable in 
the rejection of claims 10 and 16, which depend directly or 
indirectly on claim 1. 

Claims 10 and 16 are believed to be patentable over Yamada for 
at least the same reasons advanced relative to claim 1. 

In summary, neither Illegems, Yamada, or Gooseen discloses a 
detector as a reference detector for the purpose of 
determining a background signal. Instead, Illegems, Yamada, 
and Gooseen disclose detectors which are disposed on top of 
each other, whereby all of the detectors are subjected to 
light signals and register such signals ♦ 
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Further, the Examiner states that (in the Examiner's opinion) 
it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to 

provide an optically dense material as a sprayed compound 
(claim 10) n to reduce costs and more easily deposit the 
material'' and to provide cathode contacts of the photodiodes 
arranged on one another l *to more easily bias the photodiodes." 
The Examiner has not cited any prior art in support of the 
aforementioned arbitrary statements, which are based on pure 
conjecture. While the results stated by the Examiner may be 
true, the Examiner is required to show some teaching, 
motivation, or suggestion in the prior art that would cause 
one skilled in the art to even consider modifying Yamada as 
proposed by the Examiner. Applicants respectfully submit that 
the Examiner has not sustained the burden of proving such 
evidence and that in the absence thereof the only basis for 
modifying Yamada is impermissible hindsight. 

New dependent claim 17, depends on claim 1, is considered 
patentable for the same reasons advanced relative to claim 1 
above and moreover, because the references do not disclose one 
of the detectors functioning as a signal interference 
generator as recited in the claim* 
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While the prior art references may disclose optoelectronic 
components with at least two detectors, with two of the 
detectors disposed on top of each other, they do not disclose 
that one of the detectors is in no way used to simply detect 
an error signal. instead, they all disclose that each 
detector serves the purpose of receiving an external optical 
signal- Thus, the prior art references do not disclose the 
basic invention recited in the instant claims. 

It is accordingly believed to be clear that none of the 
references, whether taken alone or in any combination, either 
show or suggest the features of claim 1, Claim 1 is, 
therefore, believed to be patentable over the art. The 
dependent claims are believed to be patentable as well because 
they all are ultimately dependent on claim 1. 

In view of the foregoing, reconsideration and allowance of 
claims 1-16 together with new claim 17 are solicited. 

In the event the Examiner should still find any of the claims 
to be unpatentable, counsel would appreciate receiving a 
telephone call so that, if possible, patentable language can 
be worked out. 
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Petition for extension is herewith made. The extension fee 
for response within a period of one month pursuant to Section 
1.136(a) in the amount of $110 . 00 in accordance with Section 
1.17 is enclosed herewith. 

Please charge any other fees that might be due with respect to 
Sections 1.16 and 1.17 to the Deposit Account of Leraer and 
Greenberg, P.A., No. 12-1099. 


FDP/tk 

December 23, 2003 

Lerner and Greenberg, P. A. 
Post Office Box 2480 
Hollywood, FL 33022-2480 
Tel: (954) 925-1100 
Fax: (954) 925-1101 



LAURENCE A. GREENBERG 
REG. NO. 29,308 
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